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AGAINST 


IDEOLOGY 


FIXED IDEAS AND 
LETTER BOMBS 


Formerly Feral Faun critiques FC’s Industrial Society & Its Future as ideology 


Unfortunately, the response of american anarchists to the ‘unabombcr’ 
(hereafter, FC’) has mostly been onc of knee-jerk disavowal verging on 
reactionary: hysteria, It scems these anarchists fear for their good 
reputation by which they plan to convert the masses to anarchism. So 
there has not yet been an actual critical response from an anarchist 
perspective to FC’s tract Industrial Sociery & its Future. Since FC 
claim to be anarchists (declining this in terms of favouring self- 
determination for individuals and small groups over the domination ol 
large scale systems over our lives) and have involved themselves in 
doing something (whatever problems we have with their tactics), this 
non-response is absurd Industrial Society & Jis Future is an attempt 
to deal with some significant questions often ignored or dealt with by 


sloganecring in the anarchist press 


FC's statement has many faults, 


often ts shallow and inadequate to the challenge it is attempting to 


meet 


This stems from a lack of thorough social analysis, reliance on 


concepts which seem to come from pop psychology and adherence to 
fixed ideas (a fixed idea ts a thought or idea that dominates the thinker, 
causing her to channel all thinking and analysis through that onc idea, 
cg. for the religious, god ts a fixed idea. for the patriot, the country). FC 
correctly secs that the industrial technological system is a system of 
domination, but miss the fact that it is an mtcgral part of a morc 
complex social system which necds to be attacked in its totality. But 


Ict’s examine FC's theses 


LEFTISM: A NEUROTIC 
RESPONSE TO A 
PSYCHOTIC SOCIETY (FC'S 
THESES 1-32) 


FC's trict strangely begins with several 
pages critical of IcRism. Strenger still 
this criticism relies completely on 
psychology (and that of a rather crude 
‘pop’ form). FC use this as a basis, 
later on, for a more general desenption 
of the psychology of peeple under the 
industrials system. 


FC see Ieftism os having u 
psychological basis in “feelings of 
infenonty” and ~oversocialisation™ 
Modem amcnican lettism is certainly 
based in what Max Stimer called 
ragamuffinism” and Nietzsche called 
ressentiment” Some recent anurchist 
writings have referred to it as the 
“ideology of victimism”. This ideology 
does seem to reflect and promote 
feelings of inferionty, but FC seems to 
be, unfamiliar woth these idcas and 
udupt instead u _—s methodology 
reminiscent of pop psychology m their 
crilique. Fortunately for FC, leftists are 
apparently so afraid of any soit of 
criticism, that they could onty respond 
to FC’s inadequate criticism with 
hysterical yainmerings 


FC are correct in saying that most 
american leftists come from middle or 
upper-class backgrounds, But PC miss 
what may be the most significant 
uspects ‘of this in terms of the 
psychology of lefism: namely, that 
many leftists believe that they are 
privileged, that they have an excess of 
social power, and they feel guilty about 
this, In a very christian, messianic 
manner, they “give themselves” to 
those who -- according to their ideology 
— have received the short schnifl from 


socicty, ‘This guilt and secular 
christianist activism explain the lefist 
masochism, self sacritice and 


dogmatism quite well, Recognising the 
religiosity of letlism, we can see that it 
can be compussionite, morally based 
aid twstile ull at onee — jusi like 
christianity which compussionalcly and 
morally instituted powroms, 


inqwsitions, wars and genocide against 
heretics and non-believers 


EC's attempis to interpret every aspect 
of the leftist’s life in tenns of a pop 
ps\chology inferionty complex severcly 
weakens the urgument. I.cilists, like 
nearly cvervone clse in this society, lead 
very compartmentlised lives. 1 have 
known leftists who seem to “hike” the 
blues or world beast music because 
they imugine such music is u way 1 gel 
in touch with the foslings of black or 
third world peuple. Thus to the extent 
that Icflism affects the art preferences of 
the leflistyit does not seem to be in the 
direction of embracing defeat er 
imrationslism, but of trying ‘to gel in 
touch with’ other cultures. This 1s 
absurd and merely reinforees the 
commoditication of these cultures, but 
it dues not. in isell, indicate infenonty 
feelings 


Cenainly, lefisis spend Ùr too much 
tine uying to prove the equality of 
oppressed woups und demanding that 
it be granted by the state, hut this does 
not so much prow the infienonty 
feclings of leftists as their adherence to 
relying on authonty, It is the leftist 
belief in a democratic social onder -~ 
which is to say, a xtrustuv of 
democratic aithoriy — which causes 
them to embrace victiniisiic idevlugy, 
an ideology which begs those in power 
to graw ‘equality’, ‘rights’, ‘justice’, 
etc This practise of constantly begging 
for what one wants (particularly when 
those wants have been tninsformed into 
ahstractions which one can never see 
accmplished) inevilably makes one 
feel weak ond incapable — and so 
ulenor, Leftist activists promote this 
fonn of radicalism beaux it 
guarunkes their role within the present 
social structures. When women, gays, 
blacks, etc., start taking their lives as 
their own as individuals, it brings them 
imo conflict, equally wih leftist 
ideologues and with socicty, proyisely 
because they ure no longer begging and 
se no longer noed the leftists to heg for 
them, 


FC's concept of “oversoeialiyatian” 
also proves to be inadequate because it 


depends on psychology ruther than an 
analysts of the social role of the leftist 
Leflism 1s a form of liberal democratic / 
hurnanist politics -- that is, it is part of 
the political system to which the rise of 
capitalism and the industrial system 
gave binh. So it is no surpnse that 
lefusts subscribe to the “liberty, 
equality, fratemity™ which are the 
slübbolcths of such politics. But the 
totality of the soctal system is far more 
complex and irrational than FC think 
The real values of this systein, the ones 
for which it sacnfices all others, can be 
summed up rather simplistically as 
follows: (1) the expansion of capital; 
(2) eMiciency in production, (3) 
Increasing social control in the daily 
lives of individuals to guarantee the 
first two. Bewond these fuxianentals, 
the social system s quite irrational and 


full of contradictions. Thus. the social 
structure is both unu-rcist and racist as 
each of this tendencies muy under 
different circumstances better serve the 
above-mentioned values (and, of 
course, aspects of earlier socjal 
structures do not disappear overnight) 
The same can be sail ubout sexism / 
antisextam, violence / non-violence, 
war / peace, etc. Leftists are no more or 
kss “overxocialized” than 
conservatives, moderates or most 
radicals. Leftists belicve that the 
sopcial system can be rationalised, that 
its contradictionis can be removed 
without destroying the system as a 
whole, So they uy to convinve the 
authontics to abolish sexism), racism, 
violence, war — without realising that, 
within itus sociul system, these are a 
necessary part of the sume mechaniasm 
of contol of which anti-sexism, anti- 
racism, non-vidlence and peace art a 
part — the one side needs the other, just 
as the right needs the lefi and vice 
Versa. 


[do not deny the neuroses of letlism as 
evidenced in its guilty masochism und 
moni! sindency, But if we want to 
make an intelligent attack on the social 
system — 43 FC apparently does -- we 
need to develop analysex of sooty und 
the teits role therein thut go far deeper 
than FC’s pop psycholgy 


FIXED IDEA #1: THE POWER 
PROCESS (FC’S THESES 33- 
98) 


The first major fixed idea that 
dominates FC's thoughts ts “the power 
process”. This idea scems to farm the 
basis of most of FC's analysis, und 
that’s too bad because it's a flawed 
idea -- pop psychology reminiseert of 
70's matogemen strategies and selt- 
help books, FC describes the power 
Process: “Everyone needs to have goals 
whose attainment requires effort, and 
necds to succeed in attaining at least 
some of these goats” But do | neowd 
goals’? No, | need of want specific 
things. Some cion is inherently 
involved in getting these things and, of 
course, | will be happier if | do get 
them und if I detennine haw | get them 
But to transform this neod lùr actual 
things into un abstract neod for goals, 
effort and siuuunent which are sunply 
words that can be used to desoribe how 
one gets what one noods, and then to 


bese an analysis of the present social 
system on this abstraction is absurd. | 


have poah, simply because | need or 
want specific things, but | do not need 
goals -- so | not need o “power 
process” 


The * power process” is a psychhlogical 
model and. like all such models, 
sprinus from and is onlv useful within u 
specific social context, The ‘ocdipus 
complex’ was a model developed in 
Mictonan Europe which worked well for 
explaining much of the sexual 
psychology of victonun Eurupe. Iver 
time it has pnoved less and less useful 
and is nowe used mly by die-hard 
Freudians. It has no applicability ro 
ancient Romans, Hopi Indians, Mbute 
pygmies, medieval Inglish peasants, 
etc. The “power process”, assuming In 
has uny application outside of pop 
psychology, would also have to be 
understood in terms of a specilic sosial 
context. FC's attempt to universahye it 


\which provided their basic needs is 
about one quarter o! the amount of time 
spent by the average persson m 
industrial society at work In other 
words, prinilive people got the things 
they wunted with less effun than most 
of us exper to ger what we want In 
fact, since there wus no tune schedule 
which they had to follow to perform 
these activities, so they auld he dme 
whenever one pleased (except in 
emergencies), it can be argued thast 
Pnmilive socicties were sociches of 


total ‘leisure’ Wih the mse of 
agnculture and cities abou 10,000 
yeasrs ago, the new technological 


system doubled the amount of time that 
those who used it hed to spend m 
Moding hey basic needs ond placed 
this actusitv on a sinct seasonal time 
schedule — this could be considered the 
ongin of work. Industnal technology 
drastically increased both the atnount of 
work uimme and the ngidin of 
scheduling necessary for work So most 


IF THE UNABOMBER PREVAILS 
AND WE RETURN TO WILD NATURE... 


CAN | STILL HAVE MY CARPHONE? 


aD 


leads to a sloppy underswnding of 
history and anthroplogy 


FC's unthtepology is about 30 vear 
behind the times, FC soem to assume 
that pninitive people needed to spent 
most of thew ume and energy xausfving 
biological needs, It hus heen pretty well 
established that even in hatsh 
enimnments, the amoun of tune 
prùmiive people spent in activities 


pople in our society find theinselves $0 
exhausted bw activities not of thar unn 
making that in what litle leisure tune 
they have thev aften choose to vegetate 
through passive enienamment. This 
problem ix ahemmon FC ure not 
completely unaware of this In vur 
society people dy not atish ther 
biological needs AUTONOMOUS. Y, 
but by flinciening as parts of an 
immense social machine.” 


AGAINST IDEOLOGY 


Ahensen is nal 
psychological problem Ofen the most 
shenatod peuple ore the imest adjusted 
to therr alienauon 
reality of asoctul system in which our 
IVES, Our UC Vitres and ouf inieractrns 
am Dot aur own Io creale as we chose 
but have been made for uy in such a 
way that we became the properd of 
way fhe ways ol fulfilling our needs 


ind wants becume yo cenvoluled and 
Rube Goldberg machine 
I want fixed 


direct, like 


compel 


rymt (which H 


hours 


merch a 


Alicnatien ss the 


copaon  exëculnus wha 


provide the finds for research 


Monl 1 were that simple, but science 
iş Mal just a surfogate activity 16 help a 
few peuple mat ther pachoknuical 
needs Seleace is an negal part of the 


social system undet which we live, an 
ideoloical and pracucal wol for the 
Muauitenanes und expansion of that 
eneiul system. It is rhis gual to which 
science 1s blindly obedient, and for the 
socul aalen, scienee is nol a suTogate 
uctivuy, but a neecssany component for 
its suz\wal Whatever psychological 
fulfillment saae masy provide to ns 
practitioners is simply, like the 
pevoheck. purt of the brihe neveisiuv to 


CAUSE, As | will show, FC call for 
just such sell-snenfice, showing that 
the “power pmcess” has nothing to do 
with making one’s lite one’s own, but 
is a fixed idea to be served 


FCS DESCRIPTION OF 
INDUSTRIAL- 
TECHNOLOGICAL SOCIETY 
(FC’S THESES 99-160) 


having laid the groundwork wioth the 
fixed idea of the “power process” FC 


now present their “analysis” (more u 
description) of industnal- 
lecgluiglegical society, FC inweduce 


Uus part of thelr say with fiove 
“principles of hisurw” As with most 
radicals for whom “hista” is a central 
concept, they refrain imm defining at. I 
tind the five principles to be useless 
abstrsctians They are concemed with 
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inadequate snd unconvincing in many 
wavs. And it kads FC to propose a 
revalulionury strategy that is self- 
Sacniicial and, furhermon:, absurd 


FC's FIXED IDEA #2: THE 
REVOLUTION AGAINST THE 
INDUSTRIAL- TECHNO- 
LOGICAL SYSTEM 
THESES 161-232) 


L oppose not only industrial technology, 
but technology and civilisation in their 
totality, So why do | call FC's 
“revolution ageinst industnal 
technologv™ a fixed idea? Because my 
epposilien w civilisation ts based on a 
fxvognition that civilisation as a system 
of sociuf relationslups makes my life 
und my uxctivities alen to me, so that 
they are not my own, bul are molds into 
which | am to trvu to fit. I would never 
willingly sacrifice myself tor the 


(FC'S 


Civilisation as a system of social 


relationships makes my life and my 


masku niy min 
Joos sheta plavihings — bat nake peuple wiling te serve the needs 
te shuffling papers vr welding ofsocier in this wav 
ppb i s ening Food! u FC are obvioush aware of the svstemic 
tanger € tung m front of 
pusa Mmriocasug uration that 
cans nothing fo me | ty no do these 
wuse thes give me any 
leasu - usually they ate miserably 
abos tusks fn themsclves these 
ka seme no purpose for me Ther 
aye ic payponc of the bass or 
comaration for which | do thee tasks 
nd they sme the punxnes of the 


cial svstern — in other wnis, thes 
ene pusyxses alien tu me What | get 
w giving up =~ much of my lite to 
serve an alen cause ts money So after 
have to go out ie the shops with 
the monn | ga from wurking to get 
ood clothing and plesswe item | 
want -- since i is as compulsery as a 
job, this shopmng tune should also be 
coumted ax work ume — and] musi pay 
rent to a Jand-lord or murigsage to a 
hank flor shelter. In fact. with the 
excephon of a few who refuse, most 
panie sacrifice mosi of their lives to 
bur survival and s few plastic tnnkets. 
liere there as a gæl, an elo of the 
mos hormendeus sm and the 
atwuneni of basic necessities — but 
there ts no life; not one thal as myn: 
Vise techinclogicst system is an essential 
pat of this alienation but not the 
totality. A complex social sysiem 
lnorpuang werk, technology, capital. 
authonty, uicology (including telipon) 
and 30 on, all of whch are integrally 
uertwined, this is what toms our lives 
inio mer: resources for society, And it 
must be attacked in is Jota/ity by these 
fus who want to take bank eur lives 


work 


FC Parser pruocoss sams to me io 
have a meagre, palheuc view of the 
cmstant stnuggle for 
swvnal This mav well indicate the 
Meuse, stingy social context from 
sfuch it spnngs — for the preseot era 
ceruunh ts that But such meagrencss 
sill never get us out of this roess, That 


world us n 


activities alien to me, so that they are 
not my own, but are molds into which 
l am to try to fit. | try to destroy the 
system for myself as a way of taking 
back my life. 


nature. at cast of industrial technology 
teven though they dm't make the 
conoection to the social system as a 
whole), yet they are so fixated on their 
Pop psychology consept of the “power 
Process” that they develop tunnel vision 
and interpret everything through this 
faulty idea. So thery end up lacking a 
clear urwlysis of society. This fixation 
m the “power process” causes FC to 
desenhe things as universal problems 
winch are only problems witun this 
present social context because of the 
necessary contradictions of this society 
Thus, “varsexuslity among Amenman 
Indian tnbes™ was no problem, becuse 
the tnbex in which it occured accepted 
it watbout censure. If FC were to study 
sexual anthropology, they would 
discover that mawy scxusl practcse 
which sre considered pervoricd by our 
sooty are prascticed by masny 
ponnuse people without the stigma of 
Perversion and so were no problem 


will take sumevung suong and lively, Such-actsites become problematic in 
something so atsin of its abundance Uus society because sexuality ix most 
that at has no fear of squsrdenng useful to at when repressed und 
Sumer speaks of such a thing calling it Promoted at the same ume — 


one’s “own might”, the might of which 
one makes one's life one's own, and sv 
eames to have an excess uf lie — and it 
1s (his, my life as my own, and nut “tbe 
freedum to go Unough the power 
proorss’. that [ want 


VC's seluance on their fixed idea, the 
power process”, makes for very pour — 
and, in my opinn, dangerous -- social 
analysis. Í have already pointed out the 
fallases this has caused m l'C's 
undersisnding of prinutive sociclies 
and the acquisitien of nevessilies in 
industrial society But IC take these 
fallacies further We ll leave aside such 
minor abzusditics as FC's attnbutivn of 
a lack of interest in having children to a 
disruption of’ the “power process” The 
danger of FC's use of the “power 
process” as a basis for social analysis 
becomes evident when i 1s applied to 
science. Vor FC’, science is essentially a 
sunogste activity Soicnusis pet 
wivelved in order to “go through the 
pme process” und sime n 
femuphancs tldol) 


obedient ont w the psychological 
nods of the scimtsts und of the 
wovermncat officials and 


wansforming ù into a hard-to-get 
cemmaudity and into an identity. Thus, 
the problematic naure of sexuality 
stems not from a disrupion of 
the” power process™ as FC would have 
it, but fiom its commadification. Such 
separation of sexuality frem life is 
rarcly a problem in primitive cultures 

FC define “fodun” as “the 
opportunity to ge through the powcr 
process.” The only freedum J consider 
to be worth pursuing is that my life he 
oy own to deurmine, thet now 
interactions be my own w create, that 
amy selfenjoyment be central to how | 
Jive my life. VC may try to claim that 
this is what the “pewer proces” is, but 
ther uwn use of the term proves 
othensise. It is a fixed idea Urough 
which to interpret the wld and 
w hich one should sacnfice oneself 
The desire fiw selfdeterminstion und 
self-cujoyment will move me w fight 
for myself and possibly even w 
samle sne things, but 1 will 
sacnfice them to myself and will never 
suonfice myself But adherence w a 
fixed ides (such as the “power 
Process”) moves onc to fight for the 
CAUSE, w sacrifice oneself w the 


vast social rends and express only the 
most bans) yencraliues about these 


trends. The only posiuvbe thing | have 
fo suy on it is that they would leod 
anyone who desires individual self- 
determination to cunchyude that they 
musty destroy society itself. But FC use 
these “pnaciplex” xs dogmus ny which 
they interpret industnal society 
Nonetheless, this is the best section of 
FC's essay. Ther descnptions of this 
society are often accurate, though their 
inletprtstions—are—terquenily shallow 
and puurly thopught out because of 
their dependence on fixed ideas and 
dogma 

FC nghtly recognise that the industnal- 
technological system 1s uot compatible 
with self-determinstion, that it must. 
out of inherent neceasin, regulaste 
people's Ines and thast the level of 
regulation must increase as the system 
expands, nn FC do not recogruse that 
this is uuc odf the system as an 


integsated whole including its 
political. cultural and ideological 
Institultens. The whole is beyond 


reform and revolt against the totality ix 
Necessary — wluch means thast altuchs 
agamst uny past of the social system 
can be worthwhile us long us they sre 
aimed st taking back one’s life. In the 
same light, just as “gnod’ and ‘hud’ 
parts of technology cannot be seperated, 
neither can ‘gond’ and “had” parts of 
civilisauon as 4 whale 


Throughout this section, KC descnhe 
many horble aspects of potentials of 
industrial technology, but provides no 
socud analysis, no recogmition that 
there is_an_enisre social context which 
crestes this tovhnology. One is lefl to 
wonder of FC think social context has 
any significance. Several times, they 
bring up their beliefin the genctic basis 
of human behaviour es if it were proven 
fact. Siphen Jay Gould has ecffecuvely 
argued that this is an unproven 
hyputhesis which doey not explain 
human behaviour very well, In any 
case, | wonder if FC's reliance on 
psychological models might mot stem 
from their adherence to geneticism. It 
certainly impovenshes FC's argument 
by causing them to ignere the sovial 
syytem of which technology is un 
integral part, making their argument 


destruction of civilisalion. Rather [ try 
to desuray this system Jor myself os a 
way of taking back my lite. for FC, 


the destruction of {the industnal) 
system must be the 
revolutionaries * ONL T goal... no 
other goal can be allowed to 
compete with that onc 


So / am t0 be second lo the goas! of 
destoying ipdusinasl technology- 
Hoviong s gousl for which one is 
willing to sacrifice oneself changes the 
nature of the baule agsinst the sociasl 
system. FC's strategies, aside fom 
being trequently absurd, are also 
strategies on an immense scale. One 
almost gets the impression that FC 
expect w consent a large number of 
peuple to their cause who will thea be 
willing to participate in a unilicd 
revolution Since FC make 
compansons to the French and Russian 
sevoluuons. it seeras thut this is their 
model for revolution, sufficiently 
modified for use aguinst industrial 
technology, But both of these 
revolutions actual moved in the 
opposite direction to thst which FC 
valls for. Each created modem states 
which msde tonsition to an indusinal 
system vasier | would argue thst a 
unified revolution of the sort for which 
KC call can most likely only lesd to the 
creation of a unified system, not to the 
destruction of one. If the goal is 
individual self-detennination. then the 
smuggle must stort from the individual 
who united only as one chooses with 
whom one fights 


Those who have a cause with which to 
fight rather than fighting for themselves 
want convens, So FC recommend a 


method of propugandising which 
involves’ inventing an ideology of 
“Wild Nature w, Industriusl 


technology”. This manipulative stretegy 
herdly scems conducive to prornoting 
individusl (or small group) autonwsny. 
FC's strategy seems to promote a large 
gruvop dynamic wher a few would lead 
and must would follow. If this did not 
sam mostly like FC's funtasy, | would 
lind this part of IC's ideas detestable. 
But FC are explicit: rthe destruction of 
the industrial systern must be the top 
Priority, For this, we slwuld be willing 
to support dictatorships if that will 


destablsc the industrial system, 
support agreenients like NAFTA und 
GATT if they can maske the system 
ltopheavy ond so easier to push over 
and have lods and louds of children 
because children of revolutionaries 
supposedly became revolutionaries (at 
legst according to the genetic theones 
ta which FC upparently subsenbe), For 
FC, there is no social contexi m which 
these things arise und for which they 
occur — vapitalism technology. the 
state, the family — all arc nothing tor 
FC, only indusitnul technology und ils 
destruction matter 


FC muke an important point when they 

tell us thal pnmilive people as 

indrviduals were actually much better 

able to tahe care of themselves than 

industnalised peuple who have allowed 

themselves to become dependent on on 

immense social == systein The 

significance of this tor me is that it 

means that. te a much gnvexiter extent 

than we can know, their lives were thetr 

oun, But is u only industnul 

technology that ends this ownness? | 

have already poinicd out that hunter- 
gatherers apparenty pursued the 

acüvities necessary for survival without 

compulsion, except in emergency 

situations jeg. droughts, scvere storms), 

doing them when they felt like it ~ 
more for the joy of it than out of need. 

Individuals verre constantly figuring 
ways of making these actives casier 
and more enjovable. but Unse wary 
were pet immense systems, but merely 
tools and methods that indivduals 
could make and use for demselves 

The rise of agnculturc(nat w be 
mistaken for small-scale gurdening) 
wos the intnoduction of a technological 
System. it created a compulsory 
seasonal schedule for the production of 
food. Bul agriculture did not nse in a 
vacuum. Archaeological evidence 
indicales that agriculture developed in 
conjunction with the nse of eurly cities. 
Cities may, in fact, have come first- 
‘There can be no doubt that a concept of 
exclusive (pnvate or communal) 
property must have coincided with the 
development of agneullure. There is 
also evidence of a cmnection beiween 
religion and agsiculture. The curly cities 
already give evidence of — struciured 
hierarchies and a specialised warnor 
clas whuch can nghtly be called a staic 
and its amiy. In other words, the 
technological sysiem of agnculture 
arose as pasit of un integritad social 
sysicm -- whast we call civilisstion 
Thus system, in its totaliny und through 
all of its suuctures (technology, the 
slate, economy, religion. the fiunily, 
work, exclusive propety..). took the 
lives of andividusls from them und 
made the:se lives the property of society 

John Zerzan has presented evidence in 
a number of his writings thal this 
alenustion began well before the rise of 
civilisation, but this systeni of social 
relationships called civilisation 
changed life qualitauvely in ways thut 
made alienation a centul defining 
quality of life. The folalism ang 
religiosity that are so much o part of 
ugricultural: societics can be soen as an 
expression of this alienation, Peasants 
feel more as though things happen to 
them than that they do things 
Industrial technology certainly made u 
further qualitative change in the nsture 
of alienation Though farmers ore 
forced to comply witb a time schedule 
rar than doing things in their own 
tune, they still Cin peasant cultures, not 
in agribusiness) are directly producibng 
their food. In industrial society, the 
activities into which one is forced in 
order Ww eam survival are not cven 
directly related to one's survivul needs 
n any way, They hove bevome 
complexcly alien. ut once aguin. the 
technology is only part of un entire 
cornplex, intogyated sociu) syatem, all 
of which wets together w guurtiniee that 
we can only gatn our survivul by giving 
up our lives to the reproduction of the 
socwl system, Those of us who want 
our lives back annot limit ourselves to 
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FC’ss “only goas)”. We have much 
more to destroy than the industrial 
system — we have the whole 
civilisation to bnng down and will 
attack it on asil fronts; the state und its 
Protectors (cops, the military, 
bureaucrats...), economy (capitalism. 
work, property rights asnd so on), 
technology, religion, education, the 
family, ideology... And we won't do 
this as a causc, but selfishly, hecause 
we want our lives beck. | want to 
determine my own life, create my own 
activities and interactions for my own 
enjyment. So any “revolution” that 
demands that | sacnfice myself for its 
cause is as much my enemy as the 
social system which demands the same 
of me. Only a revolution which attacks 
society in a way that allows 
individuasls to take back their lives 
interests me, snd such a revolution 
would grow out of the revolts of 
individuals against their own 
alienation, not from a muss programyve. 


FC's hatred of the technological system 
has my sympathy and agreement. But | 
vehemently reject their adherence to 
fixed ideas, particularly their 
dependence on a psychological model, 
the “power process”, as a mesons of 
analysing the technological system. | 
wonccr if this psychological conception 
of the problem is why FC, who say that 
the destruction off the industrial system 
is “the ONLY goal”, has chosen to 
hlow up technicians, researchers and 
other hwngzn servants of the machine 
rather than large-scale industria! 
facilities which ure more essential parts 
of the industrial system. Don’t get me 
wrong, eVeryoner who has been 
attacked by FC has been working 
actively toward drastically increasing 
social contol and destruction of wild 
places. The few deaths arc no loss to 
me -- in fact, | smile, tghinking “One 
less tecliniciasn to control my life”. But 
kiling off tcchnocians one by one seems 


like an extcmely slow way to destroy 
the industrial system 


I have many problems with FC's ideas 
Ther lack of a clear social analysts und 
their adherence to tixed ideas prevent 
them from making a coherent and 
convincing cnuque out of their oñen 
accurate descriptions of industrial 
society, Fúnhermore, FC's lixed ideas 
channel the whole into an authontarian 
and very self-sucnficial conception of 


revolution. Nonetheless, FC han been 
doing sonething to fight the present 
socul system, One may question their 
tactics, bul those who do so from an 
anarchist armchair ot from the position 
of typical, ineflective and unsatisfying 
radical activism had best direct equally 
probing questions at themselves 


AFTERWORD: SOME 
THOUGHTS ON VIOLENCE 


While there has been liltle response at 
all to FC's essay, the rwactiobn to their 
Vuiolence has come frum nearly all 
sides. Even Tad Kepley's mostly 
sympathelic article in Anarchy: A 
Journal of Desire Armed #42 was 
tainted with moralisms regerding 
violence, in spite of Tad’s claim to the 
contrary Tad says: 


The anb-authentanan who makes 
use of violence . must be aware 
of the contradictions in destroying 
to create, in using violence in the 
hopes of creating a world without 
violence. 


There are no contradicuons in 
destroying to creale -- Every act of 
creation involves destruction, When 
one makes a meal, one directly or 
indirectly kills or mutilates other living 
things; making a shelter will involve 
destruction of one fonn of thing to 
make another, But it is Tad's second 
phrase that is mon: relevunt to this 
question. There certainly would be 
contradictions in using violence if what 
one wanted was a world without 
violence, but FC never claims to want a 
world without violence. FC want a 
world without a huge global system 
that destroys the aronomy of 
inditaduials and small groups. [ also do 
not want a work) without violencde, | 
want a world in which individuals can 
cteate their own lives and interactions 
in accordance with their desires — and, 
in such a world, conflict and, therefore, 
violence ts inevitable. It ix the state's 
Monopoly on violence that | oppose, 
and when individuals use violence 
aguinst the state (or ony other aspect of 
the system of social control) and its 
tools, they an: breaking that monopoly 


Tad Kepley and the critics of violence 
are wrong, Taking a life is nor the 
ulurnate act of domination. Fonzing 
someune — or hundreds, thousands, 
millions, billions -- into dependency on 


a social system that bleeds their lives 
away to reproduce itsclf and in 
exchange for survival (in the worst 
cases, not even that) and possibly also a 


AGAINST IDEOLOGY 


Domination consists of forcing people 
to give away their life energy while they 
arc living. Certainly, dominators (or 
dominating instituiions) sometimes kill 
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few trinkets and glass beads -+ that 1s 
the ultimate act of dommaton The 
killer lavs no cluum to the life of the 
victim until thcy kill them. and even 
then they lay no claim to the Afe but 
onty to the ending of that life 


to enforce their power, bur as the chehe 
says “the living envy the dead™ 


FC's targets ans precisely people who 
shoose, by their research or other work 
activities, to uphold and increase 
donunation. The “absolute irrevocable 


removal” of such a person takes 
nothing sway from me thst I would 
want to keep. Because | am sellish, | 
will never willingly sacrifice imysell, 
but | wall gladly sacntice anything or 
onyone that interferes with my ability to 
create my own life and interactions as [ 
choose, ‘Human community’ is an 
abstraction. Real interactions and 
asSocialions are those experienced by 
individuals -- either as sell-deterrmined 
creations of as impositions — not the 
mystical connections which spring from 
such abstractions as ‘humanity’ or 
‘species being’ My interactions with 
cops, high-tech researchers m social 
control, state burcaucrats, capitalists, 
religious leaders or any other autherity 
ligure, no matter how indinst the 
interacuen, is onc in which | am 
imposed upon, one aimed at making 
my life alien from me Such m 
interactun can only impoverish me 
The deuth of any such a figure of 
authonrty, therefore, does not 
impoverish me and may well enrich 
me. Indeed t can add a tiule 
bnghtness to my life. knowing that I 
have successfully managed to attach, m 
however small a way, the strucnmes of 
authority -- even if that involves killing 
xomeame who has willingly chosen to 
be a bully-bay tor authority. Certainly, 
it makes more sense tactically to attack 
targets of more significance than anty 
individual can ever be in maintaining 
authonty — but such attacks on property 
also gct condemned by those in power 
as “mindless teronsm” And they are 
equally condemned by those who prefer 
to do nothing but continually beg the 
state to, please, abolish itself and, in the 
meantine, be nicer to poor, swect, 
harmless tittle anarchists 


| am not meaning to be overly harsh to 
Ted. His article at least shows some 
sympathy for FC's hatred of the 
technological system and avinds he 
Teactionary hystena found in Slingshot 
and nurnetuus other anarchist 
penodicals, But in his assessment of 
molcnee, Tad sams to be kissing a bit 
too much pacifist ass. Destruction of a 
global social system wall involve 
violence, and that violence would not 
he ironic or contradictory with ns goal, 
it would be the unconstrained 
expression of the passion that those 
who are taking their lives back feel 
against the system that keeps them 
alienated 


